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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
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1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 9-12, 27-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vogelesang et al, U.S. Patent No. 4,992,323 in view of Chellis et al, U.S. Patent 
No. 5,126,12 and Segal, U.S. Patent No. 4,291,084. Vogelesang discloses a laminate 
comprising a metal layer which is bonded to a thermoplastic layer. The thermoplastic 
layer may comprise PEEK and may further comprise a fibrous reinforcement such as a 
continuous filaments. The fibers may be carbon fibers. See col. 2, lines 4-62. 
Vogelesang et al differs from the claimed invention because Vogelesang et al does not 
disclose employing woven fibrous reinforcements and because Vogelesang et al does 
not that the coefficient of thermal expansion of the resin layer should match that of the 
metal layer. With regard to the type of fibrous reinforcement employed, Chellis teaches 
that both woven and nonwoven fibrous reinforcements may be used to form composite 
materials comprising fiber reinforced resin layers and metal layers. See coL 7, lines 3- 
5. it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have employed a woven or nonwoven fabric as taught by Chellis as the 
fibrous reinforcement in Vogelesang et al, motivated by the teaching of Chellis that such 
fabrics are suitable for use as the fibrous reinforcement in metal/resin laminates. With 
regard to the particularly claimed weave patterns, it would have been obvious to have 
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selected from known weave patterns such as plain weave, satin weave, twill weave, etc. 
to form the woven fabric reinforcement. It further would have been obvious to have 
selected the particular amount of fiber employed in the resin layer through the process 
of routine experimentation in order to provide a material having the desired strength and 
stability. With regard to the coefficient of thermal expansion of the two layers, Segal 
teaches at col. 8, lines 49-55, that when forming a metal/composite laminate that the 
coefficient of thermal expansion of both the metal and composite sheet should be the 
same. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to selected the coefficient of thermal expansion of the 
composite sheet of Vogelesang so that it matched the coefficient of thermal expansion 
of the metal layer. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have been motivated to match the thermal expansion coefficient of the two layers 
by the teaching of Segal that this produces the best bonded material. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 5/23/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

4. Applicant argues that the claimed article differs from Vogelesang in that in the 
instant article the base metal is the base of the article and is not thin as in Vogelesang. 
However, the instant claims do not recite anything thicknesses for any of the layers of 
the claimed article. 

5. Applicant argues that Vogelesang employs different pre-treatments than those 
which are used by Applicant. However, the instant claims do not preclude any of the 
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pre-treatments employed by Vogelesang and the instant claims do not recite any 
particular pre-treating steps. Therefore this argument is not persuasive. 

6. Applicant argues that the instant article is used to make different articles than 
Vogelesang. However, the claims recite a composite having a particular structure. The 
Vogelesang material has the same structure except for the presence of the woven fibers 
and the coefficient of thermal expansion. The claims do not set forth any additional 
structure which would distinguish the claimed structure from the Vogelesang structure. 

7. Applicant argues that Chellis is non-analogous art from Vogelesang. However, 
both Chellis and Vogelesang are drawn to laminated articles which comprise layers of 
fiber reinforced thermoplastic and layers of metal. Therefore, it is the examiner's 
position that Chellis and Vogelesang are drawn to the same field of endeavor. Further, 
it is not required that the entire structure of Chellis be incorporated into the Vogelesang 
invention. Rather, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to employ 
a woven fabric instead of a nonwoven fabric because of the teaching of Chellis that 
woven and nonwoven fabrics were art recognized equivalents which were known to be 
suitable for reinforcing thermoplastic resins when forming laminates comprising 
thermoplastic layers and metal layers. 

8. Applicant argues that Chellis discourages the use of woven fabrics at col. 1 , line 
22 - col. Line 28. However, in the cited background section Chellis does not discuss 
problems which are associated with woven fabrics as opposed to other fabrics such as 
nonwovens but rather discusses issues raised regarding the necessity of enhancing the 
mechanical strength of laminates while still forming a material having high thermal 
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stability, flame retardance and uniform low dielectric constant. Chellis does not 
discourage the use of woven fabrics at col. 1 - col. 2 and explicitly teaches the use of 
woven fabrics at col. 7, lines 3-5. 

9. Applicant argues that in Chellis the metal layers are thin relative to the resin 
layers which is different from the claimed invention. However, as set forth above, no 
thicknesses are set forth for the layers in the claimed invention. 

1 0. With regard to Segal, Applicant argues that Segal does not teach press 
laminating. However, the instant claims are drawn to the product, not to the process of 
making. 

1 1 . Applicant argues that Segal is not addressed to achieving desired dielectric 
properties or providing metallic sheet laminates for automotive body part use and 
therefore cannot be combined with Vogelesang and Chellis. However, each of these 
references are drawn to forming laminates of metal sheets and polymeric resin. 
Therefore, they are drawn to the same field of endeavor. 

12. Applicant's election of Group I without traverse is acknowledged. 

1 3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elizabeth M. Cole whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1475. The examiner may be reached between 6:30 AM and 6:00 PM Monday 
through Wednesday, and 6:30 AM and 2 PM on Thursday. 

Mr. Terrel Morris, the examiner's supervisor, may be reached at (571) 272-1478. 

Infomriation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomriation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



The fax number for all official faxes is (571) 273-8300. 
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